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REMARKS 

« 

issued without delay. 

bv focusing element (a) on an anionic surfactant and 
Claim 1 has been amended by focusing Thus, the 

element (b) on an ethoxylated — ^^^^^ ^^^.^^ ^ f,,,er claim canceled. 

...ationofclaimUhasbeenincorpo.^^^^^^^ 

otHe.c,a.mshavebe.c^^^^^ Other Cairns ha.e been 

claim 2 has been amended to be parallel ^^^^^ ^^^^^ 

amendment because, in essence, 
the event of an Appeal. 

. A 1 1 S C § 1 03(a) as unpatentable over Reid et al. 
Claims 1-22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 10 U 
,US Patent 5,085,857). Applicants traverse this reiect.on. 

original claim . 2, which is now -PO— 
.particularco-surfactant-Thisco-surfa^^^^^^ 



obviousness. 
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»cH,^n that an alkoxvlated cocomonoethanolamide would provide 
•Neither is there any suggestion that an aiKoxyiaieu c 

any benefit with respect to the deposition of silicone conditioning agents. 

Applicants have presented a series of comparative experiments. These are found 

at page 1 7. 

Formula 1 based on CMEA was found to deposit only 30 ppm of silicone on hair. By 
contrast, formulas 2-4 replacing the CMEA with varying degrees of ethoxylated CMEA 
show a Silicone on hair deposition ranging from 1 30 to 580 ppm. Similar results are se^ 
when the CMEA control formula 5 is compared to formulas 6-7. The latter replace CMEA 
with ethoxylated CMEA and achieve very substantially more silicone deposition on ha.r. 
Likewise results are seen with formula 1 ^ (CMEA) in comparison to formula 12 
(ethoxylated CMEA). There is a doubling in deposition on hair. Examples 3 and 4 prov.de 
still further proof. These results were quite unexpected. 

Anyone skilled in the art reviewing Reid et al. would not have expected that the 
p.esence of an ethoxylated cocomonoethanolamide would provide -V^e"^^^^ 
to silicone deposition. Indeed, the opposite would have been expected. Add.t.on of more 
foaming surfactant or co-surfactant would have been thought to increase wash-out of any 
lingering hair conditioning particles. Nothing in the reference suggests that surfactants or 
co-surfactants have any deposition enhancing properties. These materials are taught 
merely as lathering agents. 
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. ,n view of the foregoing amendment and comments, applicants request the Examiner 
; to reconsider the rejection and now allow the claims. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Milton L. Honig 
Registration No. 28,617 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 



MLH/sm 
(201) 840-2403 
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